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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On page 34, 
line 15, "96" should read "76". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed. in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 6658139 to Cookingham et al. 

Regarding claim 1 , Cookingham discloses an image processing apparatus 
comprising a display (see Fig. 1 and column 4 lines 34-35), an image processing unit for 
subjecting an image supplied from an image data supply source to image processing 
based on image processing conditions (see column 6 line 53-column 7 line 11 and 
column 7 lines 18-22), a memory for storing at least one first reference image (see 
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column 5 lines 1-6), a registration unit for registering said at least one first reference 
image in the memory (see column 7 lines 8-1 1 ), a display unit for selecting at least one 
second reference image from said at least one first reference image and displaying on 
said display said at least one second reference image together with a predicting 
finished-state-image of the image processed by said image processing unit (see Fig. 1, 
column 4 lines 24-29, and column 6 lines 24-52), and a first adjustment unit for 
adjusting said image processing conditions in said image processing unit by using said 
at least one second reference image displayed on said display and said finished-state- 
predicting image (see Fig. 4 and column 7 line 12-column 8 line 21). 

Regarding claim 5, Cookingham discloses the apparatus discussed in claim 1 , 
and further discloses wherein said registration unit registers a plurality of first reference 
images for each group corresponding to an image scene and said display unit displays 
said plurality of first reference images for said each group (see column 4 lines 26-29 
and column 6 lines 24-42). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 4, 6-9, and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cookingham as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5844542 to Inoue et al. 

Regarding claim 4, Cookingham does not disclose expressly an output unit for 
outputting said first reference image stored in said memory as a hard copy; and a 
second adjustment unit for adjusting color and density of said first reference image 
stored in said memory. 

Inoue discloses an output unit for outputting said first reference image stored in 
said memory as a hard copy; and a second adjustment unit for adjusting color and 
density of said first reference image stored in said memory (see Figs. 1 , 3-4, and 8-9, 
column 4 lines 32-37, column 5 lines 6-15, and column 10 line 50-column 12 line 62). 

Regarding claim 7, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein a color and 
a density residual of a calibration of an output device to which the image processed in 
said image processing unit is output are reflected on each of said first and second 
reference images. 

Inoue discloses wherein a color and a density residual of a calibration of an 
output device to which the image processed in said image processing unit is output are 
reflected on each of said first and second reference images (see column 15 line 20- 
column 16 line 41). 

Regarding claim 13, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein said 
memory stores said first reference image by colorimetric values. 
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Inoue discloses wherein said memory stores said first reference image by 
colorimetric values (see column 5 lines 6-28). 

Regarding claim 14, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein said 
colorimetric values are XYZ values in a CIE1931 standard colorimetric system or L*a*b* 
values in a CIE1976L*a*b* perceived color space. 

Inoue discloses wherein said colorimetric values are XYZ values in a CIE1931 
standard colorimetric system or L*a*b* values in a CIE1976L*a*b* perceived color 
space (see column 5 lines 6-15). 

Regarding claim 15, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein said 
memory stores said first reference image by values on a standard color space. 

Inoue discloses wherein said memory stores said first reference image by values 
on a standard color space (see column 5 lines 6-28). 

Regarding claim 16, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein said 
standard color space is a sRGB trichromatic system. 

Inoue discloses wherein said standard color space is a sRGB trichromatic 
system (see column 5 lines 6-15). 

Cookingham & Inoue are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, comparison and processing of digital images. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the adjusting of color and density levels of a digital image of 
Inoue with the system of comparing overall quality of digital images of Cookingham. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a system that 
is capable of comparing image quality before and after color adjusting to provide more 
efficient color and quality matching of digital images. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Inoue with Cookingham to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 4, 7^ and 13-16. 

Regarding claim 6, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein said image 
processing unit also processes said finished-state-predicting image by using image 
processing conditions of said first reference image registered the memory. 

Inoue discloses wherein said image processing unit also processes said finished- 
state-predicting image by using image processing conditions of said first reference 
image registered the memory (see Fig. 9, column 2 line 54-column 3 line 3, and column 

10 line 50-column 1 1 line 25). 

Regarding claim 9, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein said 
registration unit registers image processing conditions for said finished-state-predicting 
image as image processing conditions for said first reference image. 

Inoue discloses wherein said registration unit registers image processing 
conditions for said finished-state-predicting image as image processing conditions for 
said first reference image (see column 5 lines 6-15, column 6 lines 16-19, and column 

1 1 line 45-column 1 2 line 62). 

Cookingham & Inoue are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, comparison and processing of digital images. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the same processing conditions for the reference image and 
the image to be output as described by Inoue with the system of comparing overall 
quality of digital images of Cookingham. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a more 
accurate and reliable output of an image after color adjustment so as to have the same 
overall quality when compared to the reference image. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Inoue with Cookingham to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 6 and 9. 

Regarding claim 8, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein an output 
device to which the image processed in said image processing unit is output and an 
output form used are selectable and said first adjustment unit modifies image 
processing conditions for said finished-state- predicting image in accordance with the 
output device and output form selected. 

Inoue discloses wherein an output device to which the image processed in said 
image processing unit is output and an output form used are selectable and said first 
adjustment unit modifies image processing conditions for said finished-state- predicting 
image in accordance with the output device and output form selected (see Figs. 1, 3-4, 
and 8-9, column 3 lines 33-42, column 4 lines 32-37, column 5 lines 6-15, column 10 
line 50-column 12 line 62, and column 15 line 20-column 16 line 41). 
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Cookingham & Inoue are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, comparison and processing of digital images. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the modification of image processing conditions in accordance 
with a particular output device as described by Inoue with the system of comparing 
overall quality of digital images of Cookingham. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to prevent image 
degradation and other image output problems caused by the inferiority in reproduction 
range of color printers (see column 15 lines 22-40 of Inoue). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Inoue with Cookingham to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 8. 

Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cookingham as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5631974 to Lau-Kee et al. 

Regarding claim 2, Cookingham does not disclose expressly a moving unit for 
moving said second reference image displayed on said display. 

Lau-Kee discloses a moving unit for moving said second reference image 
displayed on said display (see Fig. 2 and column 8 lines 18-27). 

Regarding claim 3, Cookingham does not disclose expressly at least one of a 
reference image enlargement/reduction unit for enlarging or reducing said second 
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reference image and a reference image partial display unit for partially displaying said 
second reference image. 

Lau-Kee discloses at least one of a reference image enlargement/reduction unit 
for enlarging or reducing said second reference image and a reference image partial 
display unit for partially displaying said second reference image (see Fig. 2 and column 
8 lines 18-27). 

Cookingham & Lau-Kee are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, processing and comparison of digital images. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine ability to manipulate and move a reference image as 
described by Lau-Kee with the system of comparing overall quality of digital images of 
Cookingham. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide more 
flexibility and greater accuracy in the comparison of images. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Lau-Kee with Cookingham to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 2 and 3. 

Claims 10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cookingham as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Inoue and Lau- 
Kee. 

Regarding claim 10, Cookingham does not disclose expressly claim wherein said 
display unit displays said second reference image and said finished-state-predicting 
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image in a partially overlapped state on said display and indicates by color or density a 
magnitude of at least one of a color difference and a difference in an image structure 
index between the second reference image and the finished-state- predicting image in 
the partially overlapped state. 

Inoue discloses indicating by color or density a magnitude of at least one of a 
color difference and a difference in an image structure index between the second 
reference image and the finished-state- predicting image (see Fig. 9 and column 10 line 
50-column 11 line 21). 

Lau-Kee discloses wherein said display unit displays said second reference 
image and said finished-state-predicting image in a partially overlapped state (see Fig. 
2). 

Regarding claim 12, Cookingham does not disclose expressly wherein said 
image structure index is a power spectrum. 

Inoue discloses wherein said image structure index is a power spectrum (see 
Fig. 9, column 3 lines 33-42, and column 10 line 50-column 11 line 21). 

Cookingham, Inoue, & Lau-Kee are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor, processing and comparison of digital images. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the combine ability to manipulate and move a reference image 
as described by Lau-Kee and the adjusting of color and density levels of a digital image 
of Inoue with the system of comparing overall quality of digital images of Cookingham. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been a system that is 
capable of comparing image quality, with more flexibility and greater accuracy, before 
and after color adjusting to provide more efficient color and quality matching of digital 
images. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Inoue and Lau-Kee with 
Cookingham to obtain the invention as specified in claims 10 and 12. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cookingham as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5526285 to Campo et al. 

Cookingham does not disclose expressly a unit for designating specific regions in 
said second reference image and said finished- state-predicting image displayed on 
said display, wherein said display unit indicates by color or density a magnitude of at 
least one of a color difference and a difference in an image structure index between 
said designated regions. 

Campo discloses a unit for designating specific regions in said second reference 
image and said finished- state-predicting image displayed on said display, wherein said 
display unit indicates by color or density a magnitude of at least one of a color 
difference and a difference in an image structure index between said designated 
regions (see column 2 lines 11 -13 and column 12 line 45-column 13 line 13). 

Cookingham & Campo are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, image comparison. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the measurement of color difference between images as 
described by Campo with the system of comparing overall quality of digital images of 
Cookingham. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide increased 
accuracy and enhanced image quality comparison means. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Campo with Cookingham to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 1 . 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. To further show state of the art refer to U.S. Patent numbers 
6333752 (Hasegawa et al.), 4935809 (Hayashi et al.) t 5600574 (Reitan), 5742296 
(Yamada), 5999636 (Juang), 6097501 (Hayashi et al.), 6111984 (Fukasawa), 6301015 
(Terjima), 6539106 (Gallarda et al.), and 6591006 (Niemann). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mark R. Milia whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7408. The examiner can normally be reached M-F 8:00am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Coles can be reached at (571 ) 272-7402. The fax number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



Mark R. Milia 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2622 
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